1. Does his conclusion follow from his premises; or 2. do we concede his claim that 'Transformations' is kinetic (by looking at the picture) but argue that it is kinetic for different reasons than those given ; or 3. do we reject his claim altogether? I am not sure that I have understood his argument clearly but I am inclined to deny (1) and concede (2). 'Transformations' is in a real sense kinetic but not for the reasons given.
Hayter starts from the fact (A) that most paintings are felt to have an asymmetry that makes us 'read' them from left to right. (They often look wrong in a mirror.) The reasons for this phenomenon are not clear. Howard and Templeton [l] review the published literature and conclude that since no experimental data are given by writers in this field the "theories must remain interesting speculations". Hayter does refer to experiments of his own. His data would have been of real interest here. The second step in his argument (B) attempts to show that this asymmetry in our habit of viewing certain works of art indicates that the flow of time from past to future goes to the right. From here he argues (C) that "provided we can compel the eye to follow two curves at once at different speeds, the experience of motion has been transmitted. . . . effectively".
I do not see that proposition (C) is in any way connected with (B) which is in any case unrelated to (A). ((A), (B) and (C) appear to be about three different topics.) Now does this matter? For surely if we could compel the eye to follow any curve we would transmit the sensation of (relative) motion. But we cannot. There is an abundant literature on the nature of eye-movements which show that the eye is never compelled to follow contours or lines but scans in a complex erratic way (see Buswell
The further facts adduced by Hayter concerning the odd matter of the use of words for 'left' and 'right' in some languages as terms of approval or disapproval are equally irrelevant (for a discussion of this see Fritsch [3] ).
We can leave out step (B) concerning the left-or right-handedness of the fourth dimension for there is a simple way of deciding whether the kinetic quality of 'Transformations' is bound up with leftright asymmetry in any way at all. Surely we can test this, by firstly inverting the painting, secondly by viewing it in a mirror and thirdly by doing both, i.e. viewing it upside down and left-right reversed. Does the perceived motion vanish or alter? To me it does not. Therefore it does not depend on asymmetry. Moreover, the test with the mirror enables us to discover that the felt asymmetry of the work lies in the location (off-centre to the lower left) of the lightest patch in the painting. This centre of interest (to give it a traditional term) is reversed in a mirror. The picture feels asymmetric-the other way.
I think that the sense of motion depends on the periodic repetition of the many line segments which stand out when generating curves differing in brightness intersect. These segments (they are the equivalent of the squares, in say a Vasarely) are grouped visually in many different ways as the eye changes its fixation points. The instability is enhanced by the asymmetry of the dominant dark trochoidal curves which make it difficult to use the horizontal of the long canvas as a perceptual frame of reference. It does not matter in which direction this asymmetry is introduced. I suggest that his painting is kinetic for the same reasons as a Vasarely. What Hayter has done is to break out of the dominance of simple geometrical shapes as the iterated units. This is valuable and has led to a work of interest and beauty.
But I am really more interested in trying to understand him as an artist-in what he has left out of his article. Why, for example, does he connect his method of all-over transformation with his feeling that 'a "knowable fact" is a complex phenomenonobserver interaction'? Such questions probe an interface between the public and the legitimately private aspects of an artist's creative life that is of the widest interest.
Peter p. 300.
The reply of Stanley W. Hayter will be published in the next number of Leonardo.
The Editor notes with interest that neither of these artigts have used the more or less accepted definition of kinetic art--"kinetic art is a form of visual fine art which incorporates real motion andlor changes of colour with time in a comp1etedwork"-(Cf. Leonardo 1, 198 (1968) ).
VIEWS ON ART EDUCATION INVITED
The National Advisory Council on Art Education (Coldstream Council) has decided to invite views on any matters relating to the general structure of art and design education in colleges and schools of art.
It was following the Council's First Report in 1960 that the award of the Diploma in Art and Design was established. This is administered by the National Council for Diplomas in Art and Design (Summerson Council). The Second Coldstream Report issued in 1962 was concerned with vocational courses.
Both Councils are naturally aware of views being currently expressed and they feel that there should be an opportunity for the present structure to be looked at and, if necessary, re-assessed.
Views, in writing, should be addressed to:
The Secretary, National Advisory Council on Art Education, Department of Education and Science, Richmond Terrace, London S. W . 1, England.
DEFINITION OF TOPOLOGY IN FRENCH
Your French version of the definition of topology in the Terminology Section, Leonardo 1, 200 (1968) includes the term 'elastique'. This is in error, for the deformation might be plastic, i.e. involve flow.
George W. Scott Blair Grist Cottage, Ifley, Oxford, England.
The appropriate definition of topology is the axiomatic one used in mathematics. This was not adopted, for it would have been comprehensible only to mathematicians. THE EDITOR.
BOHMS 'ON CREATIVITY' BEWILDERS A READER
I had to read the article 'On Creativity' by D. Bohm in Leonardo 1, 137 (1968) with great concentration in order not to be lost and confused. On almost every page I had to remind myself what the essay was about. One would expect the writer, as a scientist, and particularly a physicist, to be concise in his arguments and to follow his reasoning step-bystep until the desired conclusion is reached.
The author admits at the beginning of the essay that 'creativity' is 'impossible to define in words' and immediately turns to another topic, i.e. the motivation of the scientist in pursuing his work. He ultimately concludes that a scientist works primarily for the sake of finding 'something new . . . unknown, . . .
to find in the reality. . . a kind of harmony that is felt to be beautiful'. The words harmony and beautiful are neither defined nor described. In fact, the writer seems to imply a timeless and universal concept of beauty and harmony. The description of a scientist is highly idealized to resemble a godly creature searching for 'something new that is whole and total, harmonious and beautiful'. My impression of the modern scientist is quite different. That he is, perforce, a rather narrow specialist, burrowing in a small area of his field and, more often than not, detached from the philosophical concepts of 'the total, harmonious and beautiful'.
Returning to the subject of creativity the writer gives Einstein as an example of a creative person because, he says, Einstein possessed 'a certain quality of originality', which he says 'is very hard to define or specify'.
Since creativity is 'impossible' to define but seems to be synonymous with 'originality', which is 'hard to define', the author is going 'to hint at it obliquely and by indirection'. To do this the author tells us that the 'prerequisite for originality (is to) be able to learn something new . . . like a child who learns to . . . walk and talk. . . just by trying out something and seeing what happens'. 'In this way', asserts the author, 'he spends his first few years in a wonderfully creative way'. This surprising statement is followed by one even more surprising, i.e. 'and this leads people to look back on childhood as a kind of lost paradise'. Indeed! After these wonderful years of childhood, the author finds that 'learning takes on a narrower meaning'. But this statement contradicts the previous one where the child's learning 'something new' was the 'prerequisite for originality'.
Then some new concepts are introduced, such as 'the action of learning' which seems to be 'the essence of perception'; 'mechanical perception' to be distinguished from 'real perception' which 'requires that one be attentive, alert, aware and sensitive'. We are told of our psychological blocks, such as 'we are afraid to make mistakes'. The 'Self' and 'Ego' are accused for our failure to give 'primary emphasis to the perception of what is new and different'.
In the following paragraph the author dismisses the value of talent and comes to, what seems to me, his main point, namely the proper 'state of mind' as being the secret for achieving creativity.
'In other words', says the author, 'what does a person do when he is being original and creative that distinguishes him from one who is only mediocre'. Also 'what is characteristic of the results of creative action, i.e. the scientific theory, the work of art, the building, the child who has been rightly brought up and educated, etc'? I will not comment on this grouping.
The author introduces philosophical concepts, such as, 'order', 'structure', 'harmony' and 'totality'. We are introduced also to 'similar differences' and 'different similarities'. These concepts are exemplified by geometric constructions and the laws of physics. I was further startled to read that 'it can be seen that nature is a creative process'. This astounding statement follows the writer's promise to tell the difference between the 'creative' person and the 'mediocre' one.
The author gives a brief review of society and its ills or, in his words it is 'a general mess'. He has a perfect cure for the 'general mess'. The cure is 'to create a genuinely new order' . . . 'I would suggest . . . The author, while he appreciates the compliment of so strong a reaction to his article, feels that any short answer to the above could only lead to further confusion for the critic. THE EDITOR.
COSMOPOLITAN AND ICELANDER IN ART
Sometimes one has to face reality suddenly and unexpectedly. This is called a shock and that is exactly what happened to Nina Tryggvadottir's compatriots, the Icelanders, and our small community of artists. There was a nation-wide lamentation when the news of her death spread in Iceland. Nina Tryggvadottir passed away on June 18 in New York City, where she lived with her husband, L. Alcopley and their daughter Una Dora.
Nina Tryggvadottir was one of the most remarkable women of our time and had carried the renown of Iceland widely across the world. She always made it known, whether in conversation or in written language, that she was an Icelandic artist and she was not devoid of pride because of her origin. In many ways she was an international personality who talked to all nations through her art; however, the Icelander was always the foremost element of her personality.
Nina Tryggvadottir stayed abroad for years, ever since she first left for her studies in Copenhagen, but her mind always turned home and so strongly that she felt she could not endure a whole year without coming and spending some time in Iceland. During the past fifteen years she always arrived in the spring and stayed till autumn. It had become a habit with her acquaintances to expect her each year, bringing a fresh breeze and new life to us who remained at home. But this time her return happened in a different manner and no more will she leave the country.
I think I may say that I knew Nina Tryggvadottir quite well. More than twenty-five years have passed since our paths first crossed and ever since we kept close contact both in the field of art and daily life. I knew her both at home and abroad. I knew her as a warrior during those difficult years, when only the very few would even glance at what was actually taking place in modern art in Iceland. I also knew her when the worst difficulties were over and she had become an artist, admired in many lands. Her energy and vigour could but call forth the respect of those who made her acquaintance. She was a great artist and worked in many media. She was a master at work with stained glass and mosaics and her drawing had an unusually decisive and strong line. Her treatment of water colour was outstanding but the material that she treated with the greatest authority was that of oil colour. She showed great vitality in her work which was firmly connected to her personality and maturity. She was an artist for whom her creative power was all important.
Wherever Nina Tryggvadottir happened to be, whether she lived in Paris, London, Reykjavik or New York, she belonged to the group of the foremost artists. She was a strong enemy of mediocrity and she could partake in a battle without ever giving up, however hopeless the situation might seem. She was spiritually in the prime of her life when she had to make her departure at the age of only fifty-five. I am even inclined to believe that she may have felt to the very last that she was only beginning the work her heart was set on. Nina's eminent technique of painting was only the means of expressing the pulsating artistic life that burned within her.
When the history of art covering this century comes to be written, Nina Tryggvadottir cannot be left out. She was a cosmopolitan in her art, though few artists are as strangely Icelandic in their work as she was. Many people will not have realized this fact. It remains for coming generations to place Nina Tryggvadottir where she belongs in the cultural history of the twentieth century. I am convinced that she was such a pure and personal artist that it will be difficult to find her equal.
The proverb has it that no one is irreplaceable but with our small nation this is not always so. 
